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REMARKS 




Claims 1-66 are pending in the present application. The Exanjiner has merely objected to 



claims 2-1 1, 14-19, 36-45 and 47-53. Claims 1, 12, 13, 20^5, 46 and 54-66 stand rejected under 
35 U.S-C, § 103(a) as being obvious. 



I. PATENTABLE SIJB,TECT MATTER 

Applicants gratefully acknowledge the indication by the Examiner that claims 2-11, 14- 
19, 36-45 and 47-53 recite patentable subject matter. However, in view of the remarks below, it 
is believed that claims 2-11, 14-19, 36-45 and 47-53 are in condition for allowance. 

n. STIKVQORT CITED AGAIN FOR A NOTCH FILTER? \ 

Applicants respectfully submit that it is absolutely inexplicable that as of July 21, 2006, 
the Examiner is still citing United States Patent No. 6,236,847 Bl ("Stikvoort") as illustrating a 
notch filter in FIG. 1 . 

Applicants have painstakingly explained, with great patience, that Stikvoorl does not 
describe, teach or suggest a notch filter. 

Applicants explained this in the Response of Januarj' 30^ 2004. : 
Applicants explained this in the Reply of August 24, 2004. 
Applicants explained this in the Appeal Brief of July 18, 2005, : 
Applicants explained this in the Response of February 7, 2006, ! 

Applicants respectfully draw the attention of the Ex<umner to relevant section from the 

Appeal Brief of July 1 8, 2005, which is reproduced below as a courtesjf. 

In each of the Office Actions in the present application, the Examiner has 
alleged that Stikvoort teaches a notch filter. See, e.g., the O Tice Action Made 
Final mailed December 28, 2004 at page 2 ("Stilvoort (sic) discloses a notch filter 
(fig. 1)") Applicants have repeated argued that Stikvoort dj>c& not disclose a 
notch filter in FIG. 1 of Stikvoort. Nevertheless, despite repeated requests, the 
Examiner has refused to retract his allegation. Applicants respdclfuUy submit thai 
Stikvoort docs not reach a notch filter m FIG. 1 of Stikvoort. ; In fact, Stikvoort 
discloses a filler amingcment characterized by a b<mdpass filter function. A 
bandpass filter is generally the opposite of a notch filter, Which i^ a type of 
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bandstop filter. Applicants respectfully submit that, in general, a bandgass filter 
is the opposite of a bands top filter (e.g., a notch filter), [ 

For support that StiJcvoort describes a bandpass! filter, Applicants 
respectfully draw the attention of the Board to line 10 of the Albstract of Stikvoort 
("[i]n this way a band-pass transfer function is obtained"); cdl. 1, lines 59-60 of 
Stikvoort ("[h]y using these measures it becomes ])ossible to obtain a receiver 
with an asymmetric band pass transfer function"); col. 2, lintf I of Stikvoort ("a 
band pass transfer function is obtained''); and col. 4, lines 19-20 ("[c]onscquently 
a bandpass characteristic is obtained"). 

Accordingly, Stikvoort does not disclose a notch filter as incorrectly 
alleged by the Examiner, but instead uses a first polj'phase filter 16 and a second 
polyphase filter 19 to obtain a receiver 2 with an asymmetric bandpass transfer 
function. See, e.g., col. 1, lines 29-67; col. 2, lines 1-2; and FIG. 1 of Stikvoort. 
The bandpass filter in Stikvoort appears to allow onJ)' the desirjed frequency range 
to pass through the two polyphase filters 16, 20 before being demodulated by the 
demodulator 21. Thus» for example, a communications signal at a particular 
frequency within the desired frequency range would pass through tlie two 
polyphase filters 16, 20 before being demodulated by the demodulator 21. 

Appeal Brief of July 1 8, 2005 at pages 5-6. 

It is respectfully requested that the Examiner withdraw Stikvoort as the basis of the 
obviousness rejections as set forth in the Office Action of April 21, 20()6. 

IIL STIKVOORT TEACHES AWAY FROM A NOTCH FILTfeR 

Applicants have painst^ikingly explained, with great patience, that Stikvoort does not 
describe, teach or suggest a notch filter, but instead teaches an asymibctric band pass filter. A 
band pass filler is the OPPOSITE of a band stop filter such as a notch f|lter. 

Applicants explained this in the Response of January 30, 2004. j 

Applicants explained this in the Reply of August 24, 2004. i 

Applicants explained this in the Response to the Ol^ice Actio^ Madp Final of February 
28, 2005. 

Applicants explained this in the Appeal Brief of July 1 8, 2005. 
Applicants explained this in the Response of February 7, 2006, i 

Applicants respectfully draw the attention of the Examiner to jrelevant section from the 
Appeal Brief of July 18, 2005, which is reproduced below as a courtesy! 
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Applicants respectfiilly submit that Stikvoort does not te4ch a notch filter in 
FIG. 1 of Stikvoort. In fact, Stikvoort discloses a filter arrangement characterized 
by a bandpass filter fimction. A bandpass fiher is generally the opposite of a 
notch filter, which is a type of bandstop filter. Applicants '4:cspectfijlly submit 
that, in general, a bandpass filter is the opposite of a bandsto p filter (e.g., a notch 
fiher). 

For support that Stikvoort describes a bandpass^ filter. Applicants 
respectfi.illy draw the attention of the Board to line 1 0 of the Ajbstract of Stikvoort 
("[i]n this way a band-pass transfer function is obtained"); cql. 1, lines 59-60 of 
Stikvoort ("[b]y using these measures it becomes possible tb obtain a receiver 
with an asymmetric band pass transfer function"); col. 2, lintj 1 of Stikvoort (''a 
band pass transfer function is obtained"); and coL 4, lines 19-^0 C'[cj]onscquently 
a bandpass characteristic is obtained"). 

Appeal Brief of July 1 8, 2005 at pages 5-6, 

It is respectfiilly requested that the Examiner withdraw Stikvoort as the basis of the 
obviousness rejections as set forth in the Office Action of April 21 > 2006, 

IV. IMPROPERLY COMBINING WITH STIKVOORT 

The Examiner cannot combine other documents with Sfikvoort because (1) the 
prohibition against changing the principle of operation of the Stikvoort and (2) the prohibition 
against rendering Stikvoort unsatisfactory for its intended purpose. 

Applicants explained this in the Response of January 30, 2004. i 

Applicants explained this in the Reply of August 24, 2004, 

Applicants explained this in the Response to the Office Action Made i- inal of February 
28, 2005. 

Applicants explained this in the Appeal Brief of July 18, 2005. ^ 
Applicants explained this in the Response of February 7, 2006. | 

ITie prohibition against changing the principle of operation ofjStikvoort is supported by 
M.P.E,P, § 21 43.01 (VT) which states that "[i]f the proposed modification or combination of the 
prior art would change the principle of operation of the prior art inverition being modified, then 
the teachings of the references are not sufficieni to render the claims prima facie obvious''. 
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Applicants respectfully draw the attention of the Exaniiner relevant section from the 

Appeal Brief of My 1 8, 2005, which is reproduced below as a courte^. 

j 

Applicants respectfully submit that Stikvoort doe^ not teach a notch 
filter in FIG. 1 of Stikvooit. In fact, Stikvoort discloses ai filter arrangement 
characterized by a bandpass filter function, A bandpass filjer is generally the 
opposite of a notch filter, which is a type of bandstop ^filter. Applicants 
respectfully submit that» in general, a band pa<Ls filter is the opjiosite of a bandstop 
filter (e.g., a notch filter). | 

For support that Stikvoort describes a bandpass ; filter, Applicants 
respectfully draw the aticniion of the Board to line 10 of the Abstract of Stikvoort 
("[i]n this way a band-pass transfer function is obtained"); coS. 1, lines 59-60 of 
Stikvoort (**[b]y using these meastires it becomes possible t6 obtain a receiver 
with an asymmetric band pass transfer function"); col 2, linQ 1 of Stikvoort ("a 
band pass transfer function is obtained"); and coL 4» lines 19-20 C*[c]onsequently 
a bandpass characteristic is obtained"). 

Accordingly, Stikvoort does not disclose a notch filter a<! incorrectly 
alleged by the Examiner, but instead uses a first polyphase filter 16 and a second 
polyphase filter 19 to obtain a receiver 2 with an asymjnetric bandpass transfer 
function. Sec, e.g.. col. 1, lines 29-67; coL 2, Imes 1-2; and FIG- I of Stikvoort. 
The bandpass filter in Stikvoort appeai^t to allow only the desired frequency range 
to pass through the two polyphase filters 16, 20 before being demodulated by the 
demodulator 21. Thus, for example, a communications signal at a particular 
frequency within the desired frequency range would pass through the two 
polyphase filters 16, 20 before being demodulated by the demodulator 21 . 

. . . The Examiner alleges that the teacliings of f i_] can be used to 

modify the invention of Stikvoort to produce a notch filter. However, the 
Examiner has failed to consider that Stikvoort requires a .bandpass transfer 
function to operate as described in Stikvoort. If the bandpass filter of Stikvoort is 
allowed to be changed into a notch filter (recalling that a notclb filler is a type of 
band stop filter), then clearly the receiver 2 of Stikvoort, which relies upon an 
asymmetric bandpass tremsfer function, would change the principle of operation 
of Stikvoort. By modifying tlic bandpass filter of a receiver 2 ip Stikvoort to be a 
notch filter, the receiver 2 of Stikvoort would reject communicaition signals within 
the desired frequency range instead of rejecting communicatipn signals outside 
the desired fi^quency range. Accordingly, Applicants respectfijlly submit that the 
principle of operation of Stikvoort would have to change in viqv^- of the proposed 
modification as alleged by the Examiner. 

Appeal Brief of July 18, 2005 at pages 5-6. 
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The prohibition against rendering Stikvoort unsatisfactory! for its intended purpose 
M,P.E.P. § 2143-01(V)states that «[i]f proposed modification wjould render the prior art 
invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, then there is no suggestion or 
motivation to make the proposed modification*'. 

AppHcants respectftiliy draw the attention of the Examiner tq> relevant section from the 
Appeal Brief of July 1 8, 2005, which is reproduced below £is a courtejijy. 

As described above, Stikvoort describes a receiver 2 dsing two polyphase 
filters 16, 19 to produce an asymmetric bandpass filter function. Applicants 
respectfully submit that Stikvoort's intended purpose is to receive input signals 
via a receiver 2, down convert the signals using frequency converters 5, 13, and 
bandpass filter the signals using polyphase filters 16, 19 beforfe demodulating the 
baseband signals at the demodulator 21 , 

On the other hand, the Examiner alleges that, by modifying the receiver 2 

of Stikvoort with the teachings of I ], a notch filter may be produced. 

However, as discussed above, Stikvoort will not operate without its bandpass 
filler to pass through a particular frequency range in which, fqr example, desired 
communication signals may reside. The modifications to Stikyoorl alleged by the 
Fxaniincr effectively changes the bandpass filter of Stikvoort: into a notch filter 
(which is the opposite of a bandpass filter). Applicants respectftiliy submit that, 
by changing the bandpass filter of Stikvoort into a notch filter as alleged by the 
Examiner, Stikvoort can no longer operate as a receiver 2 of communication 
signals. Instead of passing the desired frequency range containing the 
communication signals, the notch filter would simply stop (i,e., bandstop) the 
desired frequency range containing the relevant conununicattons signals. Since 
the relevant communications signals never reach the demodulatior 21 , Stikvoort as 
modified by the Examiner would not be able to i'unction as a receiver in a 
commiuiications system — which is its intended purpose. 

Appeal Brief of July 1 8, 2005 at page 7, 

For at least the above reasons, an obviousness rejection based on Stik\'oort cannot be 
maintained, ; 

It is respectftiliy requested that the Examiner withdraw Sfik^^oort as the basis of the 
obviousness rejections as set forth in the Office Action of April 21 , 200^. 
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V. SUKVOORT CITED EVEN AFTER APPEAL BRIEF? 

All of the above arguments and rebuttal evidence were prcsemted in one form or another 
in the Appeal Brief of July 1 8, 2005. 

The Examiner must have found the above arguments and rdbuttal evidence persuasive 
since, instead of filing an Examiner's Answer as set forth in M.P.E:.P. § 1207, the Examiner 
decided to Reopen Prosecution and to present new rejections- 

If the Examiner judged Applicants' arguments and rebuttal evidence to be persuasive in 
the Appeal Brief of July 1 8, 2005, why is the Examiner still citing Stilivoort? 

Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner fully consider the arguments and 
rebuttal evidence made with respect to Stikvoort at least since January 30, 2004 and to consider 
withdrawing the obviousness rejections based on Stikvoort, 

VI. STIKVOORT AND YU 

Claims 1, 12, 13, 20-35, 46 and 54-66 stand rejected under 35 ILS.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over Stikvoort in view of United States Patent No. 6,804,359 31 ("Yu")- Applicants 
respectl ully traverse the rejection as set forth below. 

Yu teaches polyphase filters 42, 44 that output a signal with a small amount of 
undesirable signal content and a large amount of undesirable signal content. See, e.g., Yu at col. 
6, lines 6-7. The Summary of the Invention section describes tfiis as "exaggerating the 
undesirable signal content'^ See, e.g., Yu at col. 2, lines 54-55. Yu c escribes these two sets of 
signals as "signals with a small amount of noise" and "signals with a large amount of noise". 
See, e.g., Yu at col. 4, lines 17-20. Yu teaches thai a component different from the polyphase 
filters 42, 44, namely, adaptive fiher 28 reduces 'Hhe undesirable signal content using die 
exaggerated undesirable signal content". See, e.g., Yu at col. 2, lines 55-57. 

Stikvoort cannot combine the teachings of polyphase filters 16, 19 with the teachings of 
Yu with respect to polyphase filters 42, 44 of Yu, Yu*s polyphase fijlers 42, 44 would have a 
detrimental effect on the circuitry of Stikvoort. Imagine if the polyphase filters 16, J 9 of 

Stikvoort would unleash 'undesirable signal content using cxaggejratcd undesirable signal 
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content" of the polyphase filters 42, 44 of Yu. Note that alier Stikvoort^s polyphase filter 16 in 
FIG, 1 is an amplifier 17. Thus, the already exaggerated undesiralj>le signal content from the 
combined teachings of Stikvoort's polyphase filter and Yu's polyphase filter would be further 
amplified causing even greater noise in Stikvoort receiver 2 of FIG. 1 J 

In view of the destructive nature of the teachings of Yu's polyphase fillers with respect to 
Stikvoort's polyphase filters in the receiver 2 of FIG. 1, it is puzzling that the Examiner states 
that one would ''apply the technique of Yu to the system of Stilvoort [sic] in order to provide a 
polyphase filter circuil that can produce asymmetric poles as well as zeroes". Really? 
Applicants respectfully submit that one of ordinary skill in the art would not stick noise 
amphfving polyphase filters of Yu into the Stikvoort receiver 2 in; FIG. L ^VTiy would the 
Examiner suggest sticking a noise exaggcrator (i,e., a noise amplifier) in the Stikvoort receiver 2 
in FIG. 1? 

So one of ordinar}* skill in the art would sacrifice signal quplity (since the polyphase 
filters of Yu exaggerate or amplify noise signals or undesirable signals) in order to ''provide a 
polyphase fiJtcr circuit that can produce asymmetric poles as well as zdros". Really? 

Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner contemplate; that Yu and Stikvoort arc 
clearly operating under different principles of operation and that to apply the teachings of Yu to 
Stikvoort with respect to their polyphase fillers would have many negative consequences. 

For ai least the above reasons, the combination of Stikvoort andj Yu is improper. 

It is respectfully requested that the rejection under 35 U.S,C. § !l 03(a) be withdrawn with 
respect to claims 1 , 1 2, 1 3» 20-35, 46 and 54-66. j 

VIL STIKVOORT AND RICH 

Claims 20-25 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvioiis over Stikvoort in 
view of United States Patent No. 5,307,517 ("Rich"). Applicants irespectftilly iraversc the 
rejection as set forth below. I 

Claim 20 recites "a notch filter" that comprises "notching means for notching a particular 

frequency of the input signal as a functioa of (he phases". ' 
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In the Office Action, the Examiner admits that Stikvoort dices not teach at least the 
following elements: notching means for notching a particular finequejicy of the input signal as a 
function of tlie phases. Furthermore, as discussed above, Stikvoort clocs not teach a notch filter 
and, in particular, a notch filter that includes, for example, notcl^ing means for notching a 
particular frequency of the input signal as a function of the phases. ; 

The Office Action rejects clakns 20-25 based on an obviousness rejection that is based on 
modifying Stikvoort in view of the teachings of Rich, 

In the section entitled "^The Proposed Modification Cannoi Change the Principle of 
Operation of a Reference", M.P.E.P, § 2143.01(VI) states that "[i]f the proposed modification or 
combination of the prior Jirt would change the principle of operation of the prior art invention 
being modified, then the teachings of the references arc not sufficient |to render tlie claims prima 
facie obvious". M.P.E.P. at page 2100-138 (Rev. 3, Aug. 2005)(case citation omitted). 

As the Examiner will now appreciate in view of the above discussions, Stikvoort does not 
disclose a notch filter, but instead uses a first poJyphase fiher 16 and a second polyphase filter 19 
to obtain a receiver 2 whh an asymmetric bandpass transfer fiinction. See, e.g., col. 1, lines 29- 
67; col 2, lines 1 -2; and FIG. 1 of Stikvoort, A bandpass liker allows only the desired frequency 
range to pass through the two polyphase filters 16^ 20 before being demodulated by llie 
demodulator 21. Thus, for example, a communications signal at a pprticular frequency within 
ihe desired frequency range would pass through the two polyphase Alters 16, 20 before being 
demodulated by the demodulator 21 . 

On the other hand. Rich discloses an adaptive notch fiiter for FM interference 
cancellation. See, e.g., the title of Rich ("Adaptive Notch Filler For FM Interference 
Cancellation"). ITie Examiner alleges that the teachings of Rich cfjn be used to modify the 
invention of Stikvoort to produce a notch filter. However, the Examiner has failed to consider 
that Stikvoort needs a bandpass transfer fiinction to operate as descijibcd in Stikvoort. If the 
bandpass filter of Stikvoort is allowed to be changed into a notch filter (recalHng that a notch 
filter is a type of bandstog filter), then the receiver 2 of Stikvoort, which relics upon an 
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tje 



asymmetric bandpass transfer function, would undeniably change thie principle of operation of 
Stikvoort. ; 

Applicants respectfully submit that, according to M,P.E.P. § 143.01 (VI), such a change 
in the principle of operation of Stikvoort is not allowed and, according to M.P.E.P. § 
2 1 43.0 1 (VI), the teachings of Stikvoort and Rich are insufficient to relidcr tlie claims prima facie 
obvious. 



Vin. CONCLUSION 

In view of at least the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the pending claims 1-66 
are in condition for allowance. Should anything remain in order to place the present application 
in condition for allowance, the Examiner is kindly invited to contact the undersigned at the 
below-listed telephone number. 

The Conmiissioner is hereby authorized to charge additional fees or credit overpayments 
to the deposit account of McAndrews, Held & MalJoy, Accoimt No. 13-0017; 

Dated: July 21, 2006 Respectfully submitted, 
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Michacl T. Cruz 
Reg. No. 44,636 

McAndrews, Held & Malloy, Ltd. 
500 West Madison Street, 34tfa Floor 
Chicago, Illinois 60661 
Telephone: (312)775-80^4 
Facsimile: (312) 775-8100 



Page 24 of 24 j 

PAGE 26/26 * RCVD AT 7/21/20(16 7:52:52 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] « SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-5/6 * DN1S:2738300 * CSID:3127079155 * DUiWTION (mm-ss):0M6 

BEST AVAILABLE COPY 



